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1.0 INTRODUCTION

Authorities and politicians in Ontario have been repeatedly warned that industrial wind turbines are
having an adverse effect on the health of those living nearby.

Health complaints are not peculiar to this province but are consistent throughout the world
wherever large industrial wind turbines have been installed.

Contrary to the claims of the industry, there is a growing body of peer-reviewed research
substantiating these health claims. This report attempts to catalogue the most recent.

A generally acknowledged major concemn about wind turbine disturbance centres around the noise,
including that of low frequency noise (infrascund) projected from this heavy industrial machinery.

There is already ample scientific evidence that noise, including low frequency noise, is a cause of
sleep disturbance in humans. The evidence also suggests that long term exposure normally leads
to serious health problems.

Reinforcing this body of knowledge is the research that has been conducted on animals. Long term
studies by European biologists indicate that habitat disturbance and abandonment takes place
around wind turbine developments. Further research on animals indicates that basic survival
functions such as hunting, self protection and reproduction are interrupted by fow frequency noise
exposure.

The only effective mitigation is to adequately separate wind turbine developments from sensitive
wildlife habitats and human dwellings.

It should be no great surprise to policy makers that failure to do so exposes the rural population to
a serious health threat. The only mystery is why public health authorities, Members of Provincial
Parliament and the wind industry have not yet accepted their responsibility to exercise due
diligence in protecting human health and already done this.

This report is intended to bring together the most recently published literature so that decision
makers can now go forward and act preventatively before any further human suffering needlessly
occurs.

1.1. Background

It is often claimed that there are health benefits in developing industrial wind energy contained in its
ability to curtail excessive CO2 emissions, eliminate unacceptable pollution from coal fired
electricity generating plants,’ provide inexpensive, renewable electricity and avert the crisis of
global warming.

Indeed, such arguments have been used by the Ontaric Ministries of Energy and Infrastructure,
Environment, and Natural Resources as well as the commercial wind industry in an attempt to
counter public heaith concerns. However, even a superficial investigation of the reality of
commercial wind power soon challenges the acceptability of such assertions.

' The Ontario Medical Association Levef Ozone Position Paper states: ‘More than 96% of the coal fired stations are
located in the United States.’ It raises the question whether Ontarig coal fire plants are the issue.
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1.2. Public Cost

Intemational experience to date has demonstrated that industrial wind power is unviable without
heavy government subsidies and inflated feed-in tariffs. In addition it relies on massive taxpayer
funding for the necessary back-up support which has to be added to existing infrastructure. $5
billion is estimated as the cost of new transmission lines needed to facilitate wind power in Ontario
and $1.2 billion for each additional back-up gas plant.

1.3. Corporate Profits

The beneficiaries of this public largess are the wind developers which, in Ontario, include large
muttinational oil and gas producers (Suncor, Trans-Alta and Enbridge). Developments are also
being proposed by foreign energy corporations including Florida Power and Light. Equipment
suppliers are also foreign multinationals: (Siemens, General Electric and Vesta).

1.4. Political Influence

Wind turbine developers have long exerted considerable influence over government decision
making through well funded lobbying of politicians. The wind energy industry enjoys close ties with
the Liberal Party.

1.5. Feasibility

In every country where wind turbines have been installed, they have failed to demonstrate
economic feasibility, viability as a solution to global waming, significant CO2 reduction, efficient
electricity production or protection of the environment.

In countries where industrial wind power has been added to the grid in any volume, consumer
electricity costs have skyrocketed. The two countries with the highest number of installed
commercial wind turbines, Germany and Denmark, now have the highest electricity rates in
Europe. In Ontario, one MPP has estimated the needed additional transmission lines will add 30%
to every electricity bill. Ontarians, however, are already paying more than double the market price
for electricity produced by wind turbines even when it is not required and electricity rates will be
aven higher still once additional gas plants are built.

But most alarmingly, health issues have already arisen for many rural Ontario residents living near
wind power installations.

2.0 THE SCOPE AND NATURE OF DISSENT WORLDWIDE

An increasingly well-informed public has questioned their governments’ policies in promoting the
rapid installation of wind turbines in the United States, Great Britain, Europe, Australia, New
Zealand, and most recently Japan.

A number of professional reports, based on actual operating experience, have challenged the
raison d'étre of the wind turbine enterprise.

* As early as 2005, the German electricity supplier E-ON Nelz Report warned: “Wind energy
is only able to replace traditional power stations to a limited extent. Their dependence on
the prevailing wind conditions means that wind power has a limited load factor even when
technically available. It is not possible to guarantee its use for the continual cover of
electricity consumption. Consequently, traditional power stations with capacities equal fo
90% of the installed wind power capacity rmust be permanently online in order to guaraniee
power supply at all times”.
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= The Tallinn Report from the Tallinn Technical University of Estonia challenged the CO2
reductions that were claimed by the industry:

“Participation of thermal power plants in the compensation of fluctuating
production of windmills eliminates the major part of the expected positive effect
of wind energy. . . . In some cases the environmental gain from the wind energy
use was lost almost totally. . . . it seems reasonable to ask why wind-power is
the beneficiary of such extensive support if it not only fails to achieve the CO2
reductions required, but also causes cost increases in backup, maintenance
and transmission, whtle at the same time discouraging investment in clean, firm
generation capac:ty

+ Der Spiegel reported in 2008 that despite all the wind turbines in Germany (more than
20,000) “German CO2 emissions haven't been reduced by even a single gram” and even
the Green Party has recognized the problem.* Additional coal burning facilities have been
built in Germany to support wind power.

« In the United Kingdom the introduction of destabilizing wind energy to the grid has meant
extensive resort to gas burning facilities and greatly increased consumption of gas so that
its price in the UK has risen dramatically over the last few years.*

« Energy Minister Smitherman has indicated that the constructlon of new gas plants in
Ontario will be necessary to back up renewable energy. * But particulate waste from new
gas plants will make a new and substantial contribution to smog poliution in Ontario.
Running th;_-:-se plants on stand-by mode will decrease their efficiency and increase CO2
emissions.

2.1. Economic Feastbility
The economic feasibility of industrial wind power has been questioned on a wide scale.

In Denmark electricity costs are now the highest in Europe. The Danish experience suggests wind
energy is expensive, inefficient and most importantly not even particularly green. Jytte Kaad
Jensen, chief economist for ELTRA, Denmark's biggest electricity distributor laments: “In just a few
years we've gone from some of the cheapest electricity in Europe to some of the most costly.” And
the Danish Member of Pariament, Aase Madsen who chaired energy policy admits: “For our
industry it has been a terribly expensive disaster”.

2 A technical paper presented by the Tallinn Technical University of Estonia at the

Intemational Energy Workshop at Laxenburg, Austria in 2003. Estimation of real emissions reduction caused by
wind generators. O. Liik, R. Oidram, M. Keel Tallinn Technical

Unwers.lty 5 Ehitajate tee, Tallinn 19086, Estonia.

3 Anselm Waldemmann. "Wind Turbines in Europe Do Nothing for Emissions-Reduction Goals”. Der Spiegel. Feb 11
2009. hitp://Avww.spiegel definternational/business/0,1518,606763,00.html.ca
4 The Wall Street Journal explained in September 2008 that in order to cover the inconsistencies of the wind power
now on the Germnan grid, “Germany’s gas consumption for power generation more than doubled between 1990 and
2007." Edgar Gartner. “Wind Fuels Gas". Wall Street Journal, 11 September 2008. In the U.K,, the newly installed
wind technology is also backed up by gas. Figures released in November by the OECD indicate that “in the past
year alone, prices for electricity and natural gas in the U.K. have risen twice as fast as the European Union
average

Mm:ster Smitherman’s remark was made on the Focus Ontario television show.

8 “Thermal power stations constantly have to keep additional spinning [standby] reserve capacity equal to the
maximum total power of windmiils (e.g. for the case when too high wind speed stops full power operating windmills).
This makes the thermal plants run inefficiently and increases fuel consumption (emissions)”. (Tallinn Report. Op.
cit)
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Contrary to North American wind industry spin, the Danish people have not accepted wind energy
enthusiastically. Danish wind developers are now obligated under law to compensate nearby
property owners for loss of real estate value. And now the Danish people have been so adamant in
their objections to any further onshore wind developments that the government is going to restrict it
to off-shore projects.

In Spain, a recently published economic study from Juan Carlos University has laid the blame for
Spain's worsening economic crisis (reported to be in sericus depression) at the doorstep of the
government for its policy of subsidizing the wind industry. It points out that as a result of the
unparalleled rise in electricity prices that resulted from the introduction of wind energy onto the grid,
most intensive energy consuming manufacturers have left the country.

2.2. Quotes From Electricity Generation Experts

“Electricity differs from other forms of energy, and cannot be stored directly on an industrial scale.
Any calculation of the CO2 emissions reduction from wind must take into account the quantity of
conventional generating capacity that has to be in the grid. . . In fact, analysis of data from the UK,
Denmark, Ireland, Germany and the USA shows that a substantial part of the theoretical CO2
saving does not accrue in practice. In some circumstances there may be only minimal benefit. The
evidence shows that as the level of wind capacity increases, the CO2 emissions actually increase
as a direct result of having to cope with the variation of wind-power output.”

— U.K. energy expert, David White: Reduction in Carbon Dioxide Emissions: Estimating the
Potential Contribution from Wind Power, published in December 2004 by the Renewable Energy
Foundation in the UK.

“it has been estimated that the entire benefit of reduced emissions from the renewables
programme has been negated by the increased emissions from part loaded plant.”

— From a paper given at the British Institution of Mechanical Engineers, by David Tolley.

“The tax breaks and subsidies for the wind industry are at the expense of ordinary taxpayers and
electricity customers whose interests are not well represented in government circles. The practical
effects of the tax breaks and subsidies are to:

» “Misdirect hundreds of millions of investment dollars into energy projects that produce only
small amounts of low value, low quality electricity.

« ‘“Transfer substantial wealth from ordinary taxpayers and electricity customers to “wind
farm" owners by shifting tax burden from “wind farm” owners to ordinary tax payers, and
passing along the high priced electricity from "wind farms” to electricity customers.”

--From: “Big Money” Discovers the Huge Tax Breaks and Subsidies for “Wind Energy” While
Taxpayers and Electric Customers Fick up the Tab. 2004, by Glenn R Schieede (a graduate of
Harvard Business School's Advanced Management Program. and former Vice President of New
England Electric System (NEES) former Associate Director (Energy and Science) of the White
House Domestic Council).

2.3. Grass Roots Public Activism And Online Document Sources
The last two years has seen phenomenal growth in public dissent on the basis of all these

objections as well as adverse health effects. Wherever industrial wind turbines have been
introduced, citizens' groups have been formed to fight them.
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“l have not seen anything like this before,” says Chris Farrest, vice president of
communications and marketing at the Canadian Wind Energy Association (CanWEA).
“Groups are coordinating fully orchestrated media campaigns with a ferocity and an
intensity that has really taken us by surprise,” he says.

Lacal groups all over the world have formed coalitions with others to create national and
international organizations.

2.3.1 The European Platform Against Windfarms (EPAW) hito://www.epaw.ora/ now has 364
signatory organizations in 19 different European countries. Recently the second annual march on
the Elysée Palace took place in Paris, and public protests are on the increase throughout Europe.
Health issues and economic concemns are among the most impertant objections raised by these
groups. They insist:

» that hundreds of associations, local initiatives and other groups are totally dissatisfied
with wind farms;

+ that intermittent, uncontrollable energy does not solve any of humanity's problems,
even in part;

s that the only thing wind turbines do is cause considerable harm to people, the economy,
national budgets and the environment.

2.3.2 Country Guardian is a UK-wide conservation group which has wamed about wind turbines
for nearly 20 years, since the first UK wind developments appeared in the Lake District. Initially it
campaigned mainly about landscape damage, but it soon became clear that a) the technology of
wind turbines was seriously flawed and b) the environmental damage extended far beyond the
landscape. The group provides one of the most useful web sites for research and documentation:

www._countryguardian.net

2.3.3 In the United States, there are three major coalitions, each maintaining highly respected
sources of information through their web sites:

s Industrial Wind Action Group http://www.windaction.org/;

e National Wind Watch http://www.wind-watch.org/

¢ Industrial Wind Energy Opposition http://www.aweo.ora/

2.3.4 In Ontario, Wind Concerns Ontario has grown at an impressive rate over the last year,
largely out of a feeling of injustice and loss of local democratic input on planning decisions
legisiated by the Green Energy Act and outrage at government indifference to those suffering
adverse health effects from the turbines. It is now comprised of 41 citizens’ groups and extends to
27 counties and districts throughout Ontario. The web site is an invaluable source of information on
the Ontario situation. hitp://windconcernsontario.wordpress.com/

Familiarity with thesse sites is essential to understanding the depth and exfent of opposition to
industrial wind development and the degree of concern over health issues.

It should however, be added that while North Americans seem to consider the aesthetic
appearance in the landscape of wind turbine developments as a matter of individual judgment,
older European societies still value the importance of beauty, architecture, and unspoiled nature as
their cultural heritage—part of the value of a viable tourism resource.” The World Health

7 One of the public protests currently underway in France is to save Mont Ste. Michel from an adjacent wind turbine
development. There, artists are looked to for aesthetic judgments based on their training and experience. Artists
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Organization 2004 Fourth Ministerial Conference on Environment and Health, Sustainable
Development states: “Wind energy can, however, have some potential burdens on amenity
through visual intrusion orfand noise.” ®

3.0 THE HEALTH ISSUE
3.1. Available Research On Adverse Health Effects

The Minister of Energy was first warmned of the emerging heaith problem as early as August 2, 2008
and legislators in Ontaric were further informed on April 22, 2009 by one of the province’s most
prominent physicians. Dr Robert McMurtry, M.D., F.R.C.S (C), F.A.C.S, is a former Dean of
Medicine at the University of Western Ontario and in 1998, he became the first Cameron Visiting
Chair at Health Canada - a post carrying the responsibility for providing policy advice to the Deputy
Minister and Minister of Health for Canada. In December 2003, he was appointed to the Health
Council of Canada and is Chair of the Wait Times and Accessibility Wark Group. Dr. McMurtry is
the founding Assistant Deputy Minister of the Population and Public Health Branch of Healith
Canada. He was appointed to Roy Romanow's Commission on the Future of Health Care in
Canada in 2002 as a Special Advisor to Commissioner Romanow.

In his Deputation to the Standing Committee on General Government Regarding Bill C-150
presented at the Ontario Legislature, Dr. McMurtry stated:

“There have been many reports of adverse health events. At the outset it must be made
clear that there has not been any systematic epidemioclogical field study that could yield
authoritative guidelines for the siting of wind turbines. Secondly no epidemiological study
has been conducted that establishes either the safety or harmfulness of Industrial Wind
Turbines. In short there is an absence of evidence. Accordingly until more authoritative
information is available it is important to consider the growing number of reports of cases
and case series of adverse health effects that are emerging.”

The McMurtry report has disclosed that the number of people in Ontario reporting adverse health
affects due to industrial wind turbines continues to rise. The new total as of September 13, 2009 is
now 98 which is a disturbing 85% increase from 53 as reported earlier this year. Some families
have been driven from their homes. See www.windconcemsontaric.org

it has to be emphasized that as with all public health issues, precautionary regulation are
preferable to allowing an avoidable health risk to spread. In the words of Dr. McMurtry, “When
uncertainly exists and the health and well-being of pecple are potentially at risk, assuredly it is
appropriate to invoke the precautionary principle.”

It also has to be underlined that there is no credible research to back up industry claims that wind
turbines do nof threaten human health.

The wind industry often states that there is no peer-reviewed scientific evidence indicating wind
turbines have an adverse impact on human health”. (This statement is taken directly from actual
applications for approval to build industrial wind turbines).

from around the world opposed to defacing the rural landscape with wind turbines have contributed to a web site
based in England:

hitp:/Awww.artistsagainstwindfarms. blogspot.corn/; hitp:/fwww.artistsagainstwindfarms.com/pinboard. html.
World Health Organization 2004 Fourth Ministerial Conference on Environment and Heafth, Sustainable

Developmeant, p. 12.
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Health Canada disagrees. In a letter dated August 6, 2009 from Health Canada Safe Environments
Program (Halifax), Allison Denring, Regional Environmental Assessment Coordinator Health
Canada, Atlantic Region painted out:

sc:ent:f ic arficies indicating that wind turbines may have ah adverse impact on human health. In

fact, there are peer reviewed scientific articles indicating that wind turbines may have an
adverse impact on human health.

For example, Keith et. al. {2008), identified annoyance as an adverse impact on human health that
can be related to high levels of wind turbine noise. In addition, there are several articles by
Pedersen (and others) related to wind turbine annoyance (as referenced below). The relationship
between noise annoyance and adverse effects on human health is also further investigated in the
manuscript by Michaud et. af (2008)". ®

Like the wind industry today, the tobacco industry denied for many years that there were any
adverse health effects from their products. Corporate denial of a health problem is generally a
delaying tactic not in the best interest of the public.

3.2, Serious Warnings Already Issued By Credible Institutions

A number of cautions have already been provided by some of the most eminent medical authorities
around the world. These should alert decision makers at once to their responsibility:

3.3. The National Institutes Of Health (NIH)
In 2008 the NIH (part of the US Department of Health and Human Services) wamed:
"'Wind energy will undoubtedly create noise, which increases stress, which in turn increases the
risk of cardiovascular disease and cancer.' (Environmental Health Perspectives, volume 116,
pg A237 - 238, 2008).
3.4. French National Academy Of Medicine
In 2006, the French National Academy of Medicine issued a report that concludes:
“The harmful effects of sound related to wind turbines are insufficiently assessed. . . The
sounds emitted by the blades being low frequency, which therefore travel easily and vary
according to the wind, constitute a permanent risk for the people exposed to them.. The

Academy recommends halting wind turbine construction closer than 1.5 km from
residences”.’

® References listed by Health Canada include:

Keith, S. E., D. S. Michaud, and S. H. P. Bly. 2008. A proposal for evaluating the potential health effects of wind
turbine noise for projects under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act. Journat of Low Frequency Noise,
Vibration and Active Control, 27 (4):253-265.

Michaud, D.; $.H.P. Bly, and S.E. Keith. 2008. Using a change in percentage highly annoyed with noise as a
potential health effect measure for projects under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Act Canadian
Acoustics, 36(2). 13-28.

Pedersen E. and Halmstad, H.|. 2003. Noise annoyance from wind turbines — a review.

Swedish Environmental Protection Agency, Report 5308.

Health Canada's response to the Digby Wind Power Project Addendum,
Digby, Nova Scotia. Author: Safe Environments Program, Regions and Programs Branch, Health Canada

1 shouard, C-H. Le retentissement du funtionnement des eoliennes sur la sante de homme. {Repercussions of
wind tubine operations on human health}. Pancrama du Medecin, 20 March 2006.

-10 -



e

ol

3.5. The Maine Medical Association

On September 12, 2009, the Maine Medical Association passed a Resolution to ‘work with health
organizations and regulatory agencies to provide scientific information of known_medical
conseguences of wind development in order to help safequard human health and the environment;
and to ‘work with other stakeholders to encourage perfermance of studies on heaith effects of wind
turbine generation by independent qualified researchers at qualified research institutions’; and to
‘ensure that physicians and patients alike are informed of evidence-based research results.’

3.6. Minnesocta Department of Health

On May 22, 2009, the Minnesota Department of Hezlth released a report evaluating the health
impacts from wind turbine noise and low frequency vibrations. The conclusions noted that wind

turbines generate a broad spectrum of low-intensity noise. The low frequency may affect some
people in their homes, especially at night;

“The most common complaint in various studies of wind turbine effects on people is the impact on
quality of life. Sleeplessness and headache are the most commeon health complaints and are highly
correlated (but not perfectly correlated) with annoyance complaints. Complaints are more likely
when turbines are visible or when shadow flicker occurs. Most available evidence suqgqests that

reported health effects are related to audible low frequency and with increasing oulside noise levels
above 35 dBfA)".

“Low frequency noise from a wind turbine is generally not easily perceived beyond % mile.
However, if a turbine is subject to aerodynamic modulation because of shear caused by terrain
{mountains, trees, buildings) or different wind conditions through the rotor plane, turbine noise may
be heard at greater distances”.

“Uniike low frequency noise, shadow flicker can affect individuals outdoors as well as indoors, and
may be noticeable inside any building”.

3.7. Government of The State Of Victoria, Australia

In Australia, the Government of the State of Victoria has now committed to investigating the health
concemns of Victorians who live near wind farms. Some landholders near the Waubra wind farm,
west of Ballarat, say a low frequency hum from the turbines is making them sick. An investigation
will now be conducted by WorkSafe, the Depariment of Human Services and the Environment
Protection Authority.

4.0 A BRIEF SURVEY OF EVIDENCE BASED LITERATURE

The June 2009 report on Sleep disturbance and wind turbine noise by the British physician
Christopher Hanning, BSc, MB, BS, MRCS, LRCP, FRCA, MD provides a useful survey of up-to-
date evidence-based literature by a physician who is more qualified than most to carry out this peer
review. The report can be seen in pdf form at http://www.windaction.ora/documents/22802

Dr. Hanning's credentials and experience are beyond dispute. He is an expert in sleep medicine
and sleep physiology. Dr. Hanning founded and ran the Leicester Sleep Disorders Service, one of
the longest standing and largest services in the United Kingdom. The University Hos1pitals of
Leicester NHS Trust named the Sleep Laboratory after him as a mark of its esteem.™

" Trained at St. Bartholomew's Hospital Medical School in London England and a Fellow of the Royal College of
Anaesthetists, he is honorary Consultant in Sleep Disorders Medicine {o the University Hospitals of Leicester NHS

-11 -



153

His report concludes:

“In weighing the evidence, | find thatl, on the one hand, there is a large number of reporied
cases of sleep disturbance and, in some cases, il health as a result of exposure to noise
from wind turbines, supported by a number of research reports that tend fo confirm the
validity of the anecdotal reports and provide a reasonable basis for the complaints. On the
other, we have badly designed industry and govermment reports which seek to show that
there is no problem. | find the latter unconvincing.

“In my expert opinion, from myv knowledge of sleep physiology and a review of the available

research, | have no doubt that wind lurbine noise emissions cause sleep disturbance and ill
heaith.”

Dr. Hanning has also stated: ‘Thers can be no doubt that groups of industrial wind turbines
{*wind farms”) generate sufficient noise to disturb the sieep and impair the health of those
living nearby.”

He noted that families whose homes were around 900m from wind turbines found the
noise_sleep disturbance and ill health eventually drove them from their homes.”

Hanning emphasizes that “inadequate sleep has been associated not just with fatigue.
sleepiness and cognitive impaimment but also with an increased risk of obesity, impaired

lucose tolerance (risk of diabetes), high blood pressure,_heart disease, cancer and
depression. Sleepy people have an increased risk of road traffic accidents.”

His report is examined in detail below because it represents one of the most professional reviews
of the available literature. Hanning also analyzes and disputes the acceptability of several industry
sponsored studies because of flawed methodolegies and researchers working outside their area of
competence.

CLINICAL EVIDENCE
4.1. England

Thraughout the history of public health, our initial awareness of health threats has always come
from clinicians working with patients in the field. One of the first MDs to report on wind turbine
difficulties was Dr. Amanda Harry in England. Those who would dismiss the work of Dr Harry as
“anecdotal” and of no significance do not understand the role played by the clinician in our
understanding of pathology. (Harry, Amanda. February 2007. Wind turbines, noise, and health. 32

pp. hitp://www.windturbinenoisehealthhumanrights.com

Dr. Hanning points out: “Dr Amanda Harry (2007), a UK GP, conducted surveys of a number of
residents living near several different turbine sites and reported a similar constellation of symptoms
from all sites. A study of 42 respondents showed that 81% felt their health had been affected, in
76% it was sufficiently severe to consult a doctor and 73% felt their life quality had been adversely
impacted. This study is open to criticism for its design which invited symptom reporting and was not
controlled. While the proportion of those affected may be questioned it nevertheless indicates

Trust, (England) based at Leicester General Hospital having retired in September 2007 as Consultant in Sleep
Disorders Medicine. In 1996, he was appointed Consultant Anaesthetist with a special interest in Sleep Medicine to
Leicester General Hospital and Honorary Senior Lecturer to the University of Leicester.
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strongly that some subjects are severely affected by wind turbine noise at distances thought by the
industry to be safe.”

4.2. United States

Another physician with actual clinical experience dealing with patients affected by wind turbines is
Nina Pierpont in the United States. (Nina Pierpont, MD, PhD, Wind Turbine Syndrome: A Report on

a Natural Experiment. 2008. www.windturbinesyndrome.com)

According to Dr. Hanning, her work is “a very detailed, peer-reviewed case-control study of 10
families around the world who have been so affected by wind turbine noise that they have had to
leave their homes, nine of them permanently. The turbines ranged from 1.5 to 3MW capacity at
distances between 305 to 1500m. The group comprised 21 adults, 7 teenagers and 10 children of
whom 23 were interviewed. While this is a highly selected group, the ability to examine symptoms
before, during and after exposure to turbine noise gives it a strength rarely found in simitar case-
control studies. The subjects described the symptoms of wind turbine syndrome outlined above and
confirmed that they were not present before the turbines started operation and resclved once
exposure ceased.”

*There was a clear relationship between the symptoms, even in children, and the noise exposure.
She reports also that all adult subjects reported Tesling jittery inside’ or ‘internal quivering”, often
accompanied by anxiety, fearfulness, sleep disturbance and irritability. Pierpont offers compelling
evidence that these symptoms are related to Jow frequency sound and suggests very plausible
physiological mechanisms to explain the link between turbine exposure and the symptoms.”

“Of particular concern were the observed effects on children, including toddlers and school and
college aged children. Changes in sleep pattemn, behaviour and academic performance were noted.
7 of 10 children had a decline in their school performance while exposed to wind turbine noise
which recovered after exposure ceased. [n total, 20 of 34 study subjects reported problems with
concentration or memory.”

“Pierpont’s study mostly addresses the mechanism for the health problems associated with
exposure to wind turbine noise rather than the likelihood of an individual developing symptoms.
Nevertheless, it convincingly shows that wind turbine noise does cause the symptoms of wind
turbine syndrome _including sleep disturbance. She concludes by calling for further research,
particularly in children, and a 2km setback distance.”

A recently published paper on low-frequency vibration further elucidates Pierpont's work: Research
from Neuroscience Letters 444 (2008) 36—41 by medical researchers McAngus Todd, Sally M.
Rosengren, James G. Colebatch, demonstrates Dr. Pierpont's contention that low frequency noise

and infrasound can harm the vestibular apparatus of the inner ear. The research illustrates the
premise that what you cannct hear can harm you.

4.3. Dr. Michael Nissenbaum (USA)

Another group of clinicians in the USA who have studied symptoms experienced by their palients
fiving near wind turbines have called for a moratorium on wind turbine installation until proper
studies are completed. In March 2008, Dr. Michael Nissenbaum of the Northern Maine Medical
Center presented his findings to the Maine Medical Association. His study, which he characterized
as “alarming”, suggests that his patients are experiencing serious health Zproblems related to
shadow flicker and noise emissions from the turbines near their homes.'* The onset of symptoms

12 Shadow flicker is starting to be considered more problematic than many have thought. Hilly terrain - shadow
flicker is more pronounced. l.e. R.H. Bolton: Evaluation of Environmental Shadow Flicker Analysis for Dutch Hill
Wind Power Project. January 30, 2007
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(including sleep disturbance, headaches, dizziness, weight changes, possibie increases in blood
pressure, as well as increased prescription medication use), all appear to coincide with the time
when the turbines were first turned on in December 2006.

Dr. Nissenbaum has written: “There are many issues that need to be worked out. A moratorium is
logical, unless we quickly move to adopt more stringent European . . . standards. Otherwise, the
state’s failure to act responsibly on this issue is the equivalent of abandoning its responsibility to
protect public health, which would leave the people with few options other than seeking remedy
and redress through the courts”.

4.4. Japan

In Japan, in February, 2009, 70 cases of adverse health effects from wind turbines were reported.
The Japanese call this “Wind Turbine Disease”. Their Minister of Environment fears a public health
issue and is investigating low frequency sound as being of concern.

The ministry is concerned that reports of ill health could spread as more wind turbines are built near
residential areas. Bouts of dizziness and inability o sleep properly were reported. When victims
spent time away from the house, the symptoms quickly dissipated. But as soon as they returned,
they would flare up again.™

So far, more than 70 people living near wind turbines have reported ill health. They include
residents in [kata, Ehime Prefecture; Higashi-lzu, Shizuoka Prefecture; Toyohashi, Aichi
Prefecture; and Minami-Awaji, Hyogo Prefecture.

4.5. Ontario

Researchers and victims in Ontaric have reported altered living conditions and ill health. Sleep
disturbance is the most common complaint. Other symptoms include jnner ear problems, cardiac
concerns such as arrhythmias and palpitations. headaches and cognitive and mood disturbances.
Several suffered acute hypertensive episodes which are most concerning. Some have had to leave
their homes in order to protect their health . These reports are consistent intemationally.

There are unanswered questions about infants, children, and the unborn whose mothers are
exposed, family members and workers such as farmers and technicians who live and work in close
proximity to the wind turbines.

The reports of symptoms are consistent with the work of Dr. Amanda Hamry, U.K,, Dr. Nina
Pierpont, U.S A, and are remarkably similar to other work quoted above and to the just released
study by Dr. Michael Nissenbaum in Maine who reports on 15 further cases.

Virtually always the commonest complaint is sleep disturbance. The number of sleep disturbances
with the September survey results is 67 of 98 victims. Already thirty-nine individuals indicate that
their health has been affected as a consequence of what they are experiencing. The number is 81
of 98 with affected health. One person has had to be admitted to hospital with an acute

hypertensive episode, another experienced a cardiac arrhythmia (atrial fibrillation), 30 of 98

'3 gomething in the wind as mystery illnesses rise BY TSUYQSHI TAKEDA ASAHI SHIMBUN SENIOR STAFF
WRITER 2009/2/6 hitp:/iwww. agahi.com/english/Herald-asahi/TKY 200902060054 . htrni

4 canadian Hydra Developers who operated the wind turbine facifity in Melancthon Township near Shelburne
appear to have tacitly recognized the seriousness of these symptoms and their legal implications by purchasing six
homes from those unable o remain in them. However, In order to sell and get away, the beleaguered owners had to
sign agreements not o speak publicly of the transactions.
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experienced heart palpitations. Reports of health problems are still coming in. The survey will be
ongoing and results will be updated periodically.

in his literature search, Low Frequency Noise and Infrasound (Some possible causes and effects
upon land-based animals and freshwater creatures). A literary comment; 2008, lvan Buxton notes:

= “There are a great number of articles that include reference to the effects of infrasound and
vibration upon humans. It is evident from these papers that the effect of low frequency
noise on humans goes much deeper than subjective “annoyance” as has been asserted by
wind proponents. On the contrary, it has already been demonstrated that cardiovascular
risks and chronic endocrine effects including increased cortisol production. {As indicated by
Harlow et al. (1987), chronically elevated blood cortisol may adversely impact the efficiency
of animal preduction by reducing weight gain and otherwise affecting animals in captivity
(Van Mourik and Stelmasiak 1984, Van Mourik et al. 1985) and decreasing antibody
production, thereby inhibiting or suppressing the body's ability to resist disease (Roth 1984,
Jensen and Rasmussen 1970, Huber and Douglas 1971, Revillard 1971, Paape et al.1973,
Hartman et al. 1976, Stein et al. 1976)".

= “These impacts, particularly if chronic, can result in: increased sickness, disease, and
death; a decrease in animal productivity (Knight and Cole 1991, Anderson and Keith 1930);
and ultimately result in population declines [in wild animal populations] (Anderson and Keith
1980)".

These investigations offer an explanation of the reason for the symptoms that have been observed
among those suffering from wind turbine effects. '

It should also be emphasized that there is widespread agreement on the fact that wind t{urbines
create intrusive noise and there are many existing peer reviewed studies on the adverse health
effects of noise. For example, World Health Organization, Noise and Sound, Bergland et al, 2000;
Health Council of the Netherlands (HCN). 2004 The Influence of Night-time Noise on Sleep and
Health. The Hague: Health Council of the Netherlands, 2004, publication no. 2004/14E; Human
Rights section 9 EU June 2007 www.windturbinencisehealthhumanrights.com

According to Buxton, “the frequency ranges are recorded in many of these studies and the overall
result always appears to depend upon the exposure time when coupled with the dB and Hz levels.
A few seconds is all it takes at very low Hz and high dB levels before severe problems arise”.

1 i} “Selected Health risks caused by long term, whole body vibration” by Seidel H. Federal Inst. Of Qccupational
Heaith, Berin. (Am J. Med. 1993 Apr. 23(4) ; 589 - 604.)

ii) “Characterising the effects of airborne vibration on human body vibration response”

by Smith S.D. Air Force Research Lab., Wright — Patterson AFB, USA. {Aviation. Space Environment. Med. 2002
Jan; 73 (1), 36 - 45

iti) “Low frequency noise enhances cortisol among noise sensitive subjects during work performance”_by Kerstin
person-\Waye. J Bengtsson, R. Rylander, F. Hucklebridge. P. Evans, A. Clow. (Dept. Environ. Medicine, Univ. of
Gothenburg. {Life Science 2002 Jan 4; 70(7) 745 - 58. . [See also by same team “Effects of night time LFN on the
cortisol response to awakening and subjective sleep quality)

iv) “Noise induced Endocrine Effects & Cardiovascular Risks” by H. Ising, W Babisch, B. Kruppa, Federal Environ.
Agency, Inst. Of Water, Soil & Air Hygiene, Berlin.(Noise Health 1999; 1 (4); 37 — 48.

v) “Coping with stress; Neuroendocrine Reactions & Implications for Heaith” by U. Lundberg, Dept. of Psycchology,
Stockholm. (Noise Health 1999; 1 (4), 67 — 74

vi) ‘Possible health effects of noise induced cortisol increase” by M. Spreng. Dept. Physiclogy, Univ. Erlangen,
Germany (Noise Health 2000; 2(7); 59 - 64

vii) “Acute and chronic endocrine effects of noise”. Review of the research conducted at the Inst. For Water, Soil &
Air Hygiene, Berlin. H. Ising, C. Braun (Noise Heaith 2000,2(7) 7 - 24.
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“Very low frequency sound can travel long distances, penetrate buildings and vehicles and does
not significantly diminish its properties when it changes mediums such as from air to tissue. This is
because unlike ultrasound it travels 'in band’ more effectively due to the propensity of low
frequency sound waves to travel in & straight line”.

5.0 EFFECTS OF WIND TURBINES ON WILDLIFE, LIVESTOCK AND DOMESTIC ANIMALS

Animal studies are an important tool used in modern medicine to determine harm to human health.
Reports of adverse effects on animals are considered to be cautionary.

There is growing evidence that animals are affected even more severely than humans by the low
frequency noise and vibrations from industrial wind turbines. This has serious implications for our
treaty obligations to protect endangered and threatened species which depend on ever shrinking
sensitive natural habitats. It also reinforces and provides further caution on the human health
issues already listed above,

5.1. Heightened Sensitivities Of The Animal Kingdom

it appears that animals are even more susceptible to low frequency noise than humans. The animal
kingdom relies upon a wide range of sound frequencies inaudible to humans. It has to be
remembered that within these sensitive habitats where almost no background noise is experienced,
the low frequency noise and vibration projected (and transmitted through the earth) by industrial
wind turbine operation is most certainly threatening or confusing io wildlife. The hearing and
vibration sensitivity of most creatures in the wild is far more acute than human sound perception.

Confusion by sound emanations can lead to the failure of hunting success, self defense and
ultimately survival. Snakes, for example, which rely extensively upon their perception of vibration,
are particularly sensitive to habitat disturbance from industrial developments. The noise pollution at
higher frequencies may explain the catastrophic effect wind turbines are having on bats, a
significant keystone species within the balance of nature. Permeating a large area of natural habitat
with extraneous noise pollution will have obvious repercussions for the survival of species
dependent on the special characteristics of these unique refuges and, as has been observed by
biologists, lead to permanent abandonment.

Similarly the shadow flicker with its widespread emanations is another phenomenon that alerts the
wild creature to danger. Confusion and avoidance are caused by both these disturbances and they
may contribute to abandonment of the habitat thus affected. When such disturbance affects an
already threatened species forcing it to abandon one of the last remaining suitable specialized
habitats, the consequences can be catastrophic. But it has to be remembered that the ecology
within any Natural Heritage Systemn is completely inter-related and seemingly insignificant effects
have major repercussions because of the interdependency of all the species within the system.

Buxton concluded: “there is a case to answer when land based animals and freshwater creatures
are exposed to noise at low Hz levels. Because of the limitations of our hearing it would be easy to
suppose that noises beyond our receiving range do not exist and should therefora be of no concern
to us. Yet both very high and extremely low inaudible sounds may be harmful to us and other
animals with similar but not identical ranges of hearing".

“Other creatures have lower acceptance levels, as their survival is more reliant upon instinct and
interpretation of unusual sounds as a source of danger.

A few seconds is all it takes at very low Hz and high dB levels befare severe problems arise. There
is reason to suppose that similar effects would also occur with wild animals if exposed to the
sounds for long enough periods. The presumption must be that as soon as they felt uncomfortable
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they would move away from the zone of discomfort— term more properly described as, disturbance
and displacement, which in the case of protected species would be contrary to appropriate
legislation”.

“Laboratory studies upon animals have been reviewed with quite chilling results, as it clear that
deformities, damage and impairment occur to the subjects with regularity. Admittedly the animals
were contained and subjected to exposure times of several hours per day at moderate to high
intensity levels of LFN and infrasound. Yet fish and aqualtic creatures contained in ponds and lakes
would certainly be unable to escape whatever the level of sound intensity or duration of exposure”.

Buxton cites as examples of the effect of noise on animals: the reduction of egg laying by domestic
poultry; injury and loss invalving livestock; goats with reduced milk production; pigs with excessive
hormaonal secretion as well as water and sodium retention; sheep and lambs with increased heart
rates, respiratory changes and reduction in feeding.

“There is clearly a cause for concern because of the likely effects upon wildlife and current
protective measures seem inadequate”.

5.2. Habitat Loss: European Studies

There is a growing body of evidence from European biologists who have now completed decade-
long studies of the effect of wind turbines on wildlife.

Scientists have concluded that wind turbine developments piaced near important wildlife areas
have a fong term, ireversible destructive effect upon these habitats. The effect is cumulative, and
increases the longer the wind turbines remain in place.

Many European studies have documented habitat degradation and avian collision mortality. The
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service guidelines were based on peer-reviewed scientific avian studies
written by biologists. Important studies include Orloff and Flannery 1992, Leddy et al. 1999,
Woodward et al. 2001, Braun et al. 2002, Hunt 2002 as well as studies of bats: Keeley et al. 2001,
Johnson et al. 2002, Johnson et al. 2003, Manes et al. 2002, and Manville 2003.

Biclogists are concerned not only with collision mortality which seems to be critical when turbines
are sited on migratory flyways (and takes a greater toll on raptors, waterfowl and songbirds), but
even more with long-term habitat disturbance, degradation and abandonment.

8.3. Livestock

Farmers in Ontario have observed health problems with their livestock which began shortly after
the wind turbines were installed. Awareness of the research cited by Buxton {above) indicating
endocrine and cardiovascular effects from noise would certainly support the symptoms observed by
Ontario farmer Ross Brindley who lives near the Kingsbridge wind turbine development near
Goderich. According to a report in the December 2008 Better Farming Magazine, his cattle
exhibited aggressive and erratic behaviour, “including the kicking of newbom calves, prolapsed
birthing, weight loss, decline in fertility, a high incidence of mastitis, calves being deformed at birth
and a high incidence of stillbirths.” After being driven out of business as a result of problems
suffered by his beef cattle herd, Brindley is suing Hydro One Networks Inc. and Edmonton Power
Corporation (EPCOR).

54. Goats
In the same context, the BBC recently reported that 400 goats in Taiwan had died after eight wind

turbines were installed close to their grazing land. "The goats looked skinny and they weren't
eating. One night | went out and the goats were all standing up; they weren't sleeping”, the farmer
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reported. The Council of Agriculture suspects that noise may have caused the goats’ demise
through lack of sleep. The power company, Taipower has offered to pay part of the cost of buiiding
a new farmhouse eisewhere.

6.0 EVALUATING WIND TURBINE NOISE
Hanninhg disputes the claim that continual exposure 10 noise results in habituation.

“It is often claimed that continual exposure to a noise results in habituation, i.e. one gets used to
the noise. There is litle research to confirm this assertion and a recent small study (Pirrera et al.
2009) looking at the effects of traffic noise on sleep deficiency suggests that it is not so.""®

He points out the flaws of using averaged noise levels, or measuring wind speed at a single low
height.

Hanning notes that “sleep disturbance has been experienced by people living within 1km to 1.6 km
of wind turbines. . . . The experiences of the Davis (2008) and Rashleigh (2008) families from
Lincolnshire whose hormes were around 900m from wind turbines make salutary reading. The
noise, sleep disturbance and ill health eventually drove them from their homes”.

“Surveys of residents living in the vicinity of industrial wind turbines show high levels of disturbance
to sleep and annoyance. A 2005 survey of 200 residents living within 1km of a & turbine, 9MW
installation in France showed that 27% found the noise disturbing at night (Butre 2005)".

The Ontario WindvOiCe health survey found that 81 of 98 report their health affected’. The
distances for survey results range up to 5k (2 respondents) with most under 1000m. This
emphasizes the need for more 3™ party, multi-disciplinary, health studies including that of
epidemiology’.

Buxton advises: the measurement methods should be reviewed to embrace 'C’ Weighting and 'G’
Weighting as well as the usual ‘A’ Weighting so that a proper appreciation of the extent of LFN and
infrasound is achieved before, during and after the noise source is installed.

Dr. McMurtry points out that: “Quite simply national regulations do not exist in Canada. According
to a November 2008 letter from Morel Oprisan, (Deputy Director S&T, Renewable Energy
Technologies, Government of Canada) in an electronic mail to Professor John Harrison (Queens
University) he stated:

“As you correctly noted in your letter, the issue of the wind turbine set-back from a residence, is
regulated locally {(municipally or provincially).”

“As part of the work done by the federal government in this area, we have worked together
with CSA and, intemationally with IEC, to bring international standards to Canada.
However, these standards, at this time, are not mandatory and their use is voluntary.”

“To add to my concern regarding this reguiatory uncertainty is the fact that this Provincial
Ministry of the Environment has regulations with many flaws. One of these is the failure to
measure for low frequency noise (LFN). Instead regufations . . . measure in A Weighted
decibels or dBA only. To measure for LFN it is necessary fo screen with C Weighled
dacibels or dBC. It is not possible to develop authoritative guidelines for set-backs and
monitoring of industrial wind turbines specifically if LFN is not taken into account”,

' Hanning 2.2.8.
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For example, “the wind developer IPC Energy contracted Avalon Consulting to do Environmental
Screening. | contacted Avalon who indicated to me on 2 occasions that it is ‘not necessary’ to
monitor for LFN. The wind industry at large agrees as they also deny the need fo monitor for LFN.
The Ministry of the Environment of Ontario concurs as all its regulations are based on dBA
{Decibels with A weighting) which is relatively insensitive to LFN. dBA however is adequate for
higher frequency noises such as the characteristic ‘'swoosh, swoosh, swoosh’ of turbine blades
which are in the mid-frequency range”.

“How important is LFN? The World Health Organization in & 2000 publication ("Community Noise™
by Berglund ef af) made the following observations:

+ "Since A-weighting underestimates the sound pressure level of noise with low frequency
components, a better assessment of health effects would be to use C-weighting™.

« "it should be noted that a large proportion of low frequency components in a noise may
increase considerably the adverse effects on health™.

e "The evidence on low frequency noise is sufficiently strong to warrant immediate concern™.

* “Styles et al observed that there is *. . . clear evidence that wind turbines generate low
frequency sound (infrasound) and acoustic signals which can be detected at considerable
distances (many kilometres) from wind farms on infrasound detectors and low-frequency
microphones.’

in July, 2008, U.S. acousticians Kamperman and James introduced a set of proposed sound limits
to prevent health risks from wind turbines. They emphasized that “the simple fact that so many
residents complain of low frequency noise from wind turbines is clear evidence that the single A-
weighted (dBA) noise descriptor used in most jurisdictions for siting turbines is not adequate. The
only other simple audio frequency weighting that is standardized and available on all sound level
meters is the C-weighting or dBC.” They proposed the following limits:

“Proposed Wind Turbine Siting Sound Limits™
1. Audible Sound Limit

a. No Wind Turbine or group of turbines shall be located so as to cause an exceedance of the
pre-construction/operation background sound levels by more than 5 dBA.

b. The background sound levels shall be the L90A sound descriptor measured during a pre-
construction noise study during the quietest time of evening or night. All data recording
shall be a series of contiguous ten (10} minute measurements. L90A results are valid when
L10A results are no more than 15 dBA above LS0A for the same time period. Noise
sensitive sites are to be selected based on wind development's predicted worst-case sound
emissions (in LegA and LeqC) which are to be provided by the developer.

c. Test sites are to be located along the property line(s) of the receiving nonparticipating
property(s).

d. A5 dB penalty is applied for tones as defined in IEC 61400-11.

2. Low Frequency Sound Limit

a. The LeqC and L90C sound levels from the wind turbine at the receiving property shall not
exceed the lower of either:
1} LeqC-LS0A greater than 20 dB outside any occupied structure, or
2} A maximum not-to-exceed sound level of 50 dBC {L90C) from the wind turbines
without other ambient sounds for properties located at one mile or more from State
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Highways or other major roads or 55 dBC (L90C) for properties closer than one
mile.
b. These limits shall be assessed using the same night time and wind/weather conditions
required in 1.a. Turbine operating sound emissions {LegA and
¢. LeqgC) shall represent worst case sound emissions for stable nighttime conditions with low
winds at ground level and winds sufficient for full operating capacity at the hub.

3. General Clause
a. Not to exceed 35 dBA within 30 m. (approx. 100 feet) of any occupied structure.
4, Requirements

a. All instruments must meat ANSI or IEC Precision integrating sound level meter
performance specifications.

b. Procedures must meet ANSI $12.9 and other applicable ANSI| standards.

c. Measurements must be made when ground level winds are 2m/s (4.5 mph) or less. Wind
shear in the evening and night often results in low ground level wind speed and nominal
operating wind speeds at wind turbine hub heights.

d. IEC 61400-11 procedures are not suitable for enforcement of these requirements except for
the presence of tones”.

6.1. WHO Guidelines

The World Health Organization (WHQ) Guidefines for Community Noise, WHO {1999) states: 'In all
cases, noise should be reduced to the lowest level achievable in a particular situation. Where there
is a reasonable possibility that public health will be damaged, action should be taken to protect
public health without awaiting full scientific proof.’

Night Noise Guidelines for Europe, World Health Organization (October 2009) states:
'40 dB . necessary to protect the public, including most of the vulnerable groups such as children,
the chronically ill and the elderly, from the adverse health effects of night noise.'

The full report can downloaded at
hitp://ec.europa.eu/health/ph projects/2003/action3/docs/2003 08 frep en.pdf

7.0 LOW FREQUENCY NOISE AS A WEAPON

Those engaged in political forture have long heen aware that low frequency noise is a powerful
“weapon” with devastating effects upon human beings.

The Israeli army used the sound weapon to disperse a crowd by causing dizziness and nausea.

“Professor Hillel Pratt, a neurobiologist specializing in human auditory response at Israel's
‘Technion Institute’, says 'It doesn't necessarily have to be a loud sound. The combination of low
frequencies at high intensities, for example, can create discrepancies in the input to the brain.’
Later he explained, ‘that by stimulating the inner ear, which houses the auditory and vestibular
{equilibrium) sensory organs with high intensity acoustic signals that are below the audible
frequencies (<20Hz}, the vestibular organ can be stimulated and create a discrepancy between
inputs from the visual system and somatosensory system (that report stability of the body relative to
the surroundings) and the vestibular organ that will erroneously report acceleration (because of the
low-frequency inaudible sound). This will create a sensation similar to sea or motion sickness. Such

-20-



T

o)

cases have been reported and a famous example is workers in a basement with a new air-
conditioning system that all got sick because of low frequency noise from the new system.’"’

8.0 FLAWED PUBLIC CONSULTATION PROCESS IN ONTARIO

The government of Ontario has been advised of health problems being experienced in Ontario and
has not responded to widespread requests to stop building more wind turbines until the 3rd

party evidence based health studies are conducted in order to determine authoritative noise levels.
Many requests have also been made for realistic cost/benefit accounting but the Government has
neot disclosed the real cost or actual benefit of wind power.

There have been substantial sums invested in extensive social marketing and lobbying in order to:
« enable rapid policy action in favour of the industry
+ convince the public of the benefits of industrial wind turbines while ignoring the health risks
and cost/benefits
s stereotype as NIMBYs those concerned about the serious consequences of industrial-scale
wind turbines so that people who have fallen victim to the technology are invalidated at the
outset.

Public input critical of Bill 150, the Green Energy Act has been almost entirely disregarded.
Hundreds of submissions to the EBR and MOE have never been made public nor have those on
the proposed regulations.

Of the 300 applications to present information to the Standing Committee on Government Affairs
reviewing the legislation, less than half were allowed to speak. Selection of speakers was carefully
manipulated by the Government to allow mostly those in support of the bill. Some of those opposed
were invited to present their concems at Sault Ste. Marie, a journey of 8-10 hours for people living
in Southem Ontario.

Facilitation notes on MOE workshops have never been produced. Requested corrections of policy
have not been implemented.

Elevation requests for full environmental screening for all 19 existing wind turbine projects currently
installed in Cntario have been categorically denied. A host of project approvals has been passed
during the interim between the passing of the GEA and the establishment of new regulations.
Detailed public requests for review of these proposals have similarly been denied.

An application to install a wind turbine at the Canadian Autoworkers Centre in Port Elgin has
recently been allowed even though it is well within the new regulation 550 metre setback—by a
“special amendment’ of the regulations.

In short, Bill 150, the Green Energy Act, designed to facilitate rapid installation of industrial wind
turbines across Ontario was railroaded through the legisiature in so short a period of time that no
meaningful public discussion was allowed to take place—an unprecedented situation for a bill that
amended so many other acts and removed democratic rights from local communities.

8.1. In Review

1. Evidence:based health studies were not conducted prior to the implementation of the provincial
policy to determine authoritative sethacks and noise levels for installation of industrial wind
turbines.

7 Toronto Star, 6 June, 2005.
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2. Provision for vigilance monitoring was not provided.

3. Provision for long term post-market surveillance was not provided to monitor adverse heaith
effects and post-traumatic stress consequences.

4. The Green Energy Act, Bill 150 removes rights of Ontarians including the ability to protect their
health.

5. There are many flaws and inadequacies regarding the approval process.

6. The government of Ontario has been advised of these issues and has continued development
at a rapid pace.

7. Indications are there is no authoritative oversight or detailed review of the health information
cited in the community response.

On November 24, 2004, the Ontario Government announced the results of its Request for
Proposals for 300 megawatts of renewable energy. Noise guidelines were developed from the
suggestions of the wind energy industry, however, there were no authoritative guidelines
determined for setbacks.

In a May 2004 letter to the Ontario Govermment, the Canadian Wind Energy Association (CanWEA)

lobbied for higher noise limits “as noise requlations can have a significant impact on wind turbine
spacing, and therefore the cost of wind generated electricity.”

Prior to June 2004 wind turbine noise may have been limited to 40 dBA. In June 2004 the limit was
increased {o 53 dBA. In October 2008 the limit was reduced to 51 dBA for new projects possibly in
response to ongoing problems. Less than 9 months later, on Tuesday June 9, 2009 the Ministry of
the Environment (MOE) released new draft setback reguiations which according to the Minister Mr
Gerretsen “... best protect the health and safety of Ontarians”. The MOE'’s draft setback
regulations propose a wind turbine noise limit of 40 dBA. This reduction is very significant as a 10
dBA increase is subjectively heard by the human ear as an approximate doubling in loudness.

The new draft setback regulations had provisions to monitor and address low frequency noise,
which has been known for many decades in the medical and health care community as causing
adverse health effects.

The proposed regulations contained a matrix for setbacks with respect to multiple WTs (Industrial
Wind Turbines). If these proposed setbacks were applied to existing Ontaric wind turbine projects
some IWTs may have been set back up to three times further than they currently are. Under the
proposed setback matrix one of the victims in Ontario would likely have the closest wind turbine at
about 1.5 km as opposed to slightly more than 450 m.

Researchers are stating it is important to ensure sufficient set-backs. Some set-backs of upto 1.5
miles (about 2.5 km) are being proposed in the references dealing with health risks. In New
Zealand, suggestions are that set-backs should be 1.9 miles (3.1 km) in order to reduce the impact
on people. Dr. Pierpont says it could be 2 to 3.5 km based on recent studies. [tis important that
the set-backs do not overlap property lines so that property owners who do not have turbines can
still enjoy their property to the full area that they own.

Time is needed for the researchers and clinicians to study the effects of wind generation on people.

Time is needed for the decision-makers and the public to understand the consequences of
introducing these industrial complexes into areas where people live.
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Once these giant turbines are built, they will be here for a long time so great care needs to be
exercised in order to protect the health and quality of life of our population.

1t is clear that the final requiations are not adequate to protect human health. These regulations are
not founded on evidence-based medical research and are lacking studies on humans. They are
based on conservative computer-modeling which in other parts of the world is used only in worse
case scenarios.

A growing number of health care professionals and many organizations and rural Ontario families
are urging that independent evidence-based studies (epidemiology} be conducted to determine
authoritative set backs and noise levels, including that of low frequency/infrasound.

The final Requlations which state they are ‘unofficial’’® were refeased Seplember 24, 2009.

References to the promised 40 dBA noise limits for wind turbines and low frequency / infrasound
monitoring are lacking. Solar energy will limit noise to 40 dBA.

While it is obviously unproductive even to speculate on a setback that would satisfy 100% of those
who are comptaining of adverse health effects from wind turbines, it is certainly not impossible to
determine ways to protect a significant number of those affected.

8.0 MITIGATION

“The only mitigation for wind turbine noise is to place a sufficient distance between the turbines and
places of human habitation." — Dr Christopher Hanning

10.0 CONCLUSION

10.1 There is widespread consensus that wind turbines cause noise pollution which frequently
leads to sleep disturbance for those living nearby.

10.2 There is growing documentation from medical professionals about the related adverse health
effects on humans and animais living within affected areas.

10.3 The Ontario Agency for Health Protection and Promotion has an obligation under its mandate
for Health promotion, chronic disease prevention, and injury prevention to thoroughly investigate
the growing number of complaints being received from people in Ontario living near wind turbines.
Elected members of the legislature have a responsibility to exercise due diligence to protect the
health or rural Ontarians.

10.4 Researchers are stating it is important ta ensure sufficient set-backs. Some set-backs of up to
1.5 miles (about 2.5 km) are being proposed in the references dealing with health risks.

To repeat Dr. Nissenbaum’s warning:

“There are many issues that need to be worked out. A moratorium is logical, unless we
quickly move to adopt more stringent European ... standards. Otherwise, the state’s failure
to act responsibly on this issue is the equivalent of abandoning its responsibility to protect
public heaith, which would leave the people with few oplions other than seeking remedy
and redress through the courts”.

¥ They are not Gazetted yet and until they are, they are unofficial.
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